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was adulterated and misbranded and the remainder of which was misbranded.
The article was labeled in part: “1 Lb. Net Weight Armour’s * * * Veri-
best Creamery Butter.”

Analyses of samples of the article by the Bureau of Chemistry of this de-
partment showed that the product involved in the consignments of February
14, February 16, one of the consignments of February 20, and the consignments
of February 27 and March 7 contained excessive moisture and was deficient
in butterfat. ¥xamination by said bureau showed that the packages involved
in all of the consignments, with the exception of that of March 7, were short
weight.

Adulteration was alleged in the information with respect to the shipments
of February 14, 16, 27, and March 7 for the reason that a product deficient in
milk fat and containing excessive moisture had been substituted in whole or
in part for butter, which the article purported to be. Adulteration was alleged
with respect to one of the consignments of February 20 for the reason that a
valuable constituent of the article, to wit, milk fat, had been in part abstracted.

Misbranding was 2lleged with respect to the product in all of the consign-
ments, with the exception of the three consignments of February 20, for the
reason that the statement, to wit, “ Creamery Butter,” borne on the packages
containing the article, was false and misleading in that it represented that
said article was creamery butter, and for the further reason that it was labeled
as aforesaid so as to deceive and mislead the purchaser into the belief that it
was creamery butter, whereas it was not but was a product deficient in milk
fat and contained excessive moisture. Misbranding was alleged with respect
to one of the consignments of February 20 for the reason that the statement,
to wit, ¢ Creamery Bufter,” borne on the packages containing the article, was
false and misleading in that it represented that said article was creamery
butter, and for the further reason that it was labeled as aforesaid so as to
deceive and mislead the purchaser into the belief that it was creamery butter,
whereas it was not but was a product deficient in milk fat. Misbranding was
alleged with respect to all of the said article, with the exception of the three
consignments of February 20, for the furthet reason that it was an imita-
tion of creamery butter and was offered for sale and sold under the distinctive
name of another article, to wit, creamery butter.

Misbranding was alleged with respect to the product involved in all the
consignments, with the exception of that of March 7, for the reason that the
statement, to wit, “1 Lb. Net Weight,” borne on the packages containing the
article, was false and misleading in that it represented that each of the said
packages contained 1 pound net of the said article, and for the further reason
that it was labeled as aforesaid so as to deceive and mislead the purchaser
into the belief that each of the said packages contained 1 pound net of the ar-
ticle, whereas each of said packages did not but did contain a less amount.
Misbranding was alleged with respect to the said article, with the exception
of the said consignment of March 7, for the further reason that it was food
in package form and the quantity of the contents was not plainly and con-
spicuously marked on the outside of the package.

On November 15, 1923, a plea of nolo contendere to the information was
entered on behalf of the defendant company, and the court imposed a fine of
$180.

C. ¥. MarviN, Acting Secretary of Agriculture.

11959. Adulteration of dried black grapes. U. 8. v. 98 Cases of Dried
Black Grapes. Default decree of condemnation, forfeiture, and
destruection., (F. & D. No. 17671, 1. 8. No. 8387-v. S. No. W-13986.)

On July 28, 1923, the United States attorney for the District of Oregon, act-
ing upon a report by the Secretary of Agriculture, filed in the District Court
of the United States for said district a libel praying the seizure and con-
demnation of 98 cases of dried black grapes, at Portland, Oreg., alleging that the
article had been shipped by the DaRoza-Doherty Co., from San Francisco, Calif.,
on or about July 15, 1923, and transported from the State of California into
the State of Oregon, and charging adulteration in violation of the Food and
Drugs Act.

Adulteration of the article was alleged in the libel for the reason that it
consisted wholly or in part of a filthy, decomposed, and putrid vegetable sub-
stance. Adulteration was alleged for the further reason that sand or dirt had
been mixed and packed with the said article so as to reduce and lower and
injuriously affect its quality and strength.
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On October 31, 1923, no claimant having appeared for the property, judg-
ment of condemnation and forfeiture was entered, and it was ordered by the
court that the product be destroyed by the United States marshal.

C. ¥. MarviN, Acting Secretary of Agriculture.

11960. Migbr)an(},ilng off OH‘;‘ft oil.F_U. S. :. Andrea Russo (Andrea Russo &
0.). ea o e . L . . .8, N
1770~t, 11174t 182316—"1:, 12831’;3.)8 80. (¥. & D. No. 16558. 1. 8. Nos.

On July 9, 1923, the United States attorney for the Northern District of
Illinois, acting upon a report by the Secretary of Agriculture, filed in the Dis-
trict Court of the United States for said district an information against Andrea
Russo, trading as Andrea Russo & Co., Chicago, Ill., alleging shipment by said
defendant, in violation of the Food and Drugs Act, as amended, in various
consignments, on or about May 13, August 10, and September 14, 1921, re-
spectively, from the State of Illinois into the States of Colorado, Oklahoma,
and Utah, respectively, of quantities of olive o0il which was misbranded. 'The
article was labeled in part: “ One Quart Net” (or ” Half Gallon Net” or * One
Gallon Net”) “ Diana Brand * * * Olive Oil.”

Examination by the Bureau of Chemistry of this department of samples
of the article from the various consignments showed that the said cans con-
tained less than the quantities declared on the respective labels.

Misbranding of the article was alleged in the information for the reason that
the statements, to wit, “ One Quart Net,” “ Half Gallon Net,” and “ One Gallon
Net,” borne on the cans containing the article, were false and misleading in
that they represented that each of the said cans contained 1 quart, 1 half
gallon, or 1 gallon net of the said article, as the case might be, and for the
further reason that it was labeled as aforesaid so as to deceive and mislead
the purchaser into the belief that each of the said cans contained 1 quart,
1 half gallon, or 1 gallon net of the said article, as the case might be, whereas
each of said cans did not contain the amount declared on the label but did con-
tain a less amount. Misbranding was alleged for the further reason that the
article was food in package form and the quantity of the contents was not
plainly and conspicuously marked on the outside of the packages.

On October 26, 1923, the defendant entered a plea of guilty to the informa-
tion, and the court imposed a fine of $150.

C. F. MaRrvIN, Acting Secretary of Agriculture.

11961. Misbranding of olive oil. U. S. v. Gus Kakarakis and  Frank
Kakarakis (Kakarakis Bros.). Pleas of guilty. Fine, $150.
(F. & D. No. 16566. 1. S. Nos. 18606—t, 18609-t, 18611-t.)

On July 9, 1923, the United States attorney for the Northern District of
Hlinois, acting upon a report by the Secretary of Agriculture, filed in the
District Court of the United States for said district an information against
Gus Kakarakis and Frank Kakarakis, copartners, trading as Kakarakis Bros.,
Chicago, Ill, alleging shipment by said defendants, in violation of the Food
and Drugs Act, as amended, in various consignments, namely, on or about
November 16, November 29, and December 2, 1921, respectively, from the
State of Illinois into the State of Indiana, of quantities of olive oil which
was misbranded. The article was labeled in part: (Can) ‘ Contents 1 Quart”
(or “ Contents 3 Gallon” or “Contents 1 Gallon” or “ Contents 1 Pint ),
“Electra Brand Extra Superfine Pure Olive Oil * * * Xakarakis Bros.
Chicago, I111.”

HExamination by the Bureau of Chemistry of this department of 20 cans
each of the quart, half-gallon, and gallon sizes showed an average net volume
of 1 pint 15.59 fluid ounces, 1 quart 1 pint 15.47 fluid ounces, and 3 quarts 1
pint 14.95 fluid ounces, respectively.

Misbranding of the article was alleged in the information for the reason
that the statements, to wit, “ Contents 1 Quart,” “ Contents % Gallon,” “ Con-
tents 1 Gallon,” and “ Contents 1 Pint,” borne on the respective-sized cans con-
taining the said article, were false and misleading in that they represented
that each of the said cans contained 1 quart, 1 half gallon, 1 gallon, or 1 pint
of the article, as the case might be, and for the further reason that it was
labeled as aforesaid so as to deceive and mislead the purchaser into the belief
that each of said cans contained 1 quart, 1 half gallon, 1 gallonm, or 1 pint
of the article, as the case might be, whereas each of said cans did not contain
the amount declared on the label thereof but did contain a less amount.
Misbranding was alleged for the further reason that the article was food in



